In a recent article Zhou (1995) criticized our hypothesis (Perle et al. 1993(Perle et al. , 1994; Chiappe 1995a,b) that the Late Cretaceous Mononykus is the sister taxon to all other birds except Archaeopteryx. He concluded that "The most-parsimonious explanation is that Mononykus is not a bird and that its ancestors never possessed the capacity for flight," although he does not provide a new hypothesis for the relationships of this taxon. Here, we reply. Our response is less concerned with the specifics of Zhou's character analysis, and instead focuses on fundamental differences in approach between Zhou and ourselves. These differences are rooted in our conviction that estimation of genealogy is contingent only on empirical evidence (i.e. character distribution among taxa), and that phylogenetic hypotheses need to be tested and refined by the addition of characters and taxa.
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This method is in sharp contrast to Zhou's approach, which focuses on attempts to correlate the peculiar morphology of Mononykus with digging habits. From this proposal he offers the phylogenetic conclusion that this creature cannot be a bird. Here, we point out several methodological problems and inconsistencies in Zhou's approach. Several mischaracterizations of the evidence in Zhou's paper also require clarification. For simplicity, the following discussion is divided between these issues.
Methodology.--Zhou presents two major conclusions: (1) apomorphic similarities shared by Mononykus and birds are Mononykus' adaptations for digging, and (2) these similarities evolved convergently in Mononykus and birds. Tying morphology of extinct organisms to a particular function is a difficult task In phylogenetic inference, hypotheses are tested by the distribution of characters among taxa. Phylogenetic hypotheses are rejected only by their replacement with other more-parsimonious hypotheses. A life style (e.g. fossorial) can be regarded as a behavioral character, but by itself is incapable of replacing a wellsupported phylogenetic hypothesis. That is not to say that such a character is invalid in phylogenetic study (Wenzel 1992 
